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This is a full and timely response to the Advisory Action mailed August 22, 
2005 and the outstanding final Office Action mailed May 20, 2005. Reconsideration 
and allowance of the application and presently pending claims 12-24 and 38-53, as 
amended, are respectfully requested. Please note that the Advisory Action indicated 
the amendments of the previous response were not entered, so the previously proposed 
atnendjnents are included in the presesit response. 

1. Present Status of Paten t Anolication 

Upon entry of the amendments in this response, claims 12-24 and 38-43 
remain pending in the present application. More specifically, claims 12, 19, 23, 39, 
40, 43, 44. 46, and 50-53 are directly amended to overcome the objections cited' in the 
Office Action. These amendments are specifically described hereinafter. It is 
believed tb^t the foregoing amendments add no new matter to the present ^Ucation. 

2. r;inim Objections 

Claims 12, 19, 23, 46 and 50 have been objected to because of the following 
informalities: "the claim language indicates associating the bookma* and captured 
image data such that the captured image may be ordered. The claim language 'such 
that... may be...' renders the claim indefinite because it is unclear whether the 
lirdtations following the phrase are part of the claimed invention." 

In response to the objection. Applicants have amended claims 12, 19, 23, 46, 
and 50 to correct the cited claim language in order to overcome the objection. 
Further, claims 39, 40, 43, 44, and 50-53 have also been amended to correct similar 
claim language. In view of the above-noted claim amendments, AppUcants 
respectfully submit that the claims arc not objectionable and respectfully request that 
the objection be withdrawn. 

3. P^snonse to K^^tian of Clai m >» 12-14. 16. 18-?.n. 22-24, 40, 44 a^d 46-^9 

TTnder35U.S-C. S103 

In the Office Action, claims 12-14, 16, 18-20, 22-24. 40, 44 and 46-49 Stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Nakamura (U.S. 
Pat No. 6,337,951) in view of Steinberg (U.S. Pat. No. 6,750,902), and further in view 
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of Nicholson Qxyt. Pub. No. WO 01/20489). It is well^tablished at law that, for a 
proper rcdection of a claim under 35 U.S.C. §103 as being obvious based upon a 
combination of references, the cited combination of references must disclose, teach, or 
suggest, either impliciUy or explicitly, aU elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. 
See, e.g.. In Re Dow Chemical, 5 U.S.P.Q.2d 1529. 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1988), and In re 
Keller. 208 U,S.P.Q.2d 871, 881 (C.C..P.A. 1981). 

a. T.ack of Basis for SuonortiTig Legal Conclusion of Obvio usne.^ 
"A rejection based on section 103 clearly must rest on a factual basis, and 
these facts must be interpreted without hindsight reconstruction of the invention from 
the prior ait. In making this evaluation, all facts must be considered. The Patent 
Office has the initial duty of supplying the factual basis for its rejection. It may not, 
because it may doubt that the invention is patentable, resort to speculation, unfounded 
assumptions or hindsight reconstruction to supply deficiencies in its factual basis. To 
the extent the Patent Office rulings are so supported, there is no basis for resolving 
doubts against their correctness. Likewise, we may not resolve doubts in fever of the 
Patent OfBce determination when there are deficiencies in the record as to the 
necessary factual bases supporting its legal conclusion of obviousness." In re Warner, 
379 F.2d 101 1, 1017, 154 USPQ 173, 178 (CCPA 1967), cert. Denied, 389 U.S. 1057 
(1968) (emphasis in original). 

Accordingly, the review of the record does not reveal any teaching or 
suggestion to produce an image capture device or method having an event bookmaric 
broadcasted and associated with a plurality of images captured from a plurality of 
. image capture devices that are enabled to be ordered in accordance with the event 
bookmark or other related information, as described in one or more of the claims. As 
described in greater detaU below. Applicants submit that the cited art fails to establish 
a prima facie case of obviousness with respect to the pending claims. 

b. crisum 12 

As provided in ind^endent claim 12, Applicants claim: 

A system which receives event bookmarics comprising: 

an image capture device that captures at least one image of an 

event; 
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a transceiver residing in the image capture device and 
configured to receive ao event bookmark broadcasted by an event 
bookmark broadcaster; and ^ 

a processing device configured to associate the received event 
bookmark with the captured image and wUh information 
corresponding to a time at which the image is captured in relation to 
the event, enabling the captured image to be ordered in a tone 
sequence with a plurality of other images captured by other image 
capture devices, the plurality af other images associated with the 
received event bookmark. 

(Emphasis added). 

Applicants respectfoUy submit that independent claim 12 is allowable for at 
least tbe reason that Nakamura in view of Steinberg in further view of Nicholson does 
not teach or suggest at least the element of "a processing device configured to 
associate the received event bookmark with the captured image and with information 
corresponding to a time at which the image is captured in relation to the event, 
enabling the captured image to be ordered in a time sequence with a plurality of other 
images captured by other image capture devices, the plurality of other images 
associated with the received event bookmark," as recited and emphasized above in 
claim 12. 

For example, the Office Action acknowledges that Nakamura "does not disclose 
the camera . . . associating the captured image with information corresponding to a time 
at which the image is captured, such that the captured image may be ordered in a time 
sequence with a plurality of other images captured by other image capture devices." 
Office Action, page 3. Accordingly, the Office Action alleges that Nicholson discloses 
this feature. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Nicholson is apparently limited to, at most, a surveillance system which allows 
for the recording of video with text annotations, whw© the text araiotations do not 
necessarily include timing information. See, e.g., page 2, lines 1-3 ("This invention 
annotates the video with details of the strategic event, eg player ID, stafflD, doUar value 
of transaction, nature of transaction, tabic location, etc"). Further, Nicholson discloses 
that video segments may be cataloged or indexed within a database by specifting 
parameters of the strategic event which is distinct ftom the text amiotations themselves. 
For example, Nicholson states; 

the casino may wish to review video segments with strategic event text 
annotation relating to specific strategic evoits. The specific strategic 
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events could be the start of gaming activity of all players who started 
gaming activity on any table in pit 9 between the hovxs of Sam and 1 1 am 
during September 1999. By entering these parameters, the casino is able 
to rapidly and accurately retrieve the video segments and strategic event 
text annotations. 

Page 4, 2"*^ paragraph. 

Note, as understood within video recording technology, "indexing" is the ability 
to place electronic tags on a tape, making it easier to find the beginning of taped 
segments. Accordingly, Nicholson teaches a system utihzing video recorders that 
automatically "indexes .the segment of video according to the strategic event," siich as 
when "a player commences gaming at a gaming table/' See page 3, 4*^ paragraph, and 
page 4, 3"^ paragraph. This is done "[rjegardless of the recording technology used." 
Page 4, 1** paragraph. As such, the system in Nicholson is seemingly able to locate a 
video segment within a videotape or other medium (that may have different video 
segments with different electronic tags) by utiUzing an indexing system. However, this 
does not suggest or teach enabling a captured image to be ordered in a time sequence 
witibi a plurality of other images captured by other image capture devices, where all the 
images arc associated with the same bookmark. 

Therefore, Nicholson fails to disclose the feature of "associatting] the received 
event bookmark with the captured image and with tnfoimation corresponding to a 
time at which the image is captured in relation to the event, enabling the captur ed 
image to be ordered in a Hme sequence with a plurality of other images captured bv 
qther image capture devices^ the plurality of other images associated with the receiy_eii 
event bookmark, " as recited in claim 12. (Emphasis added). Moreover, in the 
example above from Nicholson, the ordering of caphired images are restricted to the 
original ordering in which they arc captured on videotape. Nicholson does not teach 
or suggest that images are capable of being ordered in a sequence with other images 
captured for or associated with a same event. 

Further, Nicholson suggests that the time of the day is referenced and not the 
•*time ... in relation to the event." For at least these reasons, Nicholson, therefore, 
fails to teach or suggest "a processing device configured to associate the received 
event bookmark with the captured image and with information corresponding to a 
time at which the image is captured in relation to the event, enabling the captured 
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image to be ordered in a time sequence with a plurality of other images captured by 
other image capture devices." Thus, Nicholson is legally inadequate to remedy the 
deficiencies of the NaJuimura reference with respect to at least this claim feature. 

Further, Steinberg also fails to disclose the aforementioned claimed feature 
and is therefore, legally inadequate to cure the deficiencies ofNakamura with respect- 
to the claimed feature of "a processing device configured to associate the received 
event bookmark: with the captured image and with information corresponding to a 
time at which the image is captured in relation to the event, enabling the captured 
unage to be ordered in a tjjne sequence with a plurality of other images captured by 
other image capture devices," as recited in claim 12. 

Therefore, a prima facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by 
Nakamwa in view ot Steinberg in further view of Nicholson has not been made. Thus, 
claim 12 is not obvious under proposed combination of Nakamura in view of 
Steinberg in further view of Nicholson, and the rejection should be withdrawn. 



c. CLaimg 13-14,16. 18, and 40 

Because independent claim 12 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
dependent claims 13-14, 16, 18, and 40 (which depend from independent claim 12) are 
allowable as a matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 13-14, 
16, 18, and 40 contain all the elements and features of independent claim 12. 
Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of claims 13- 
14, 16, 18, and 40, these claims recite further features and/or combinations of features 
(as is apparent by examination of the claims themselves) that arc patentably distinct 
j&om the cited art of record. Accordingly, the rejections to these claims should be 
withdrawn. 

d. Claun 19 

As provided in independent claim 1 9, Applicants claim: 

A method for receiving event bookmarks, the method comprising 
the steps of: 

detecting an event bookmark broadcasted from an event 

bookmark broadcaster; 

capmring an image of interest with an i mage capture device; and 
associating the captured image of interest with the detected 

event bookmark and with information corresponding to a time at 
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which the image is captured in relation to the event, enabling the 
captured image to he ordered in a time sequence with a plurality of 
other images captured by other image capture devices, the plurality of 
other images associated with the detected event bookmark. 

(Emphasis added). 

Applicants respectfuUy submit that independent claim 19 is aUowable for at 
least the reason that Nakamura in view oi Steinberg in further view of Nicholson does 
not teach or snggpst at least the step of "associating the captured image of interest with 
the detected event boolonark and with information conesponding to a time at which 
the image is captuted in relation to the event, enabling the captured image to be 
ordered in a time sequence with a pluraUty of other images captured by other image 
capture devices, the plurality of other images associated with the detected event 
bookmark," as recited and en^hasized above in claim 19. 

For example, the Office Action acknowledges that Nakamura "does not disclose 
the camera . . . associating tiie c^tured image wife infwmation conesponding to a time 
at which the image is caphired, such that the captured image may be onlered in a time 
sequence with a plurality of other images captured by other image capture devices, the 
plurality of other images associated with the detected event bookmark." Office 
Action, page 3. Accordingly, the Office Action alleges that Nicholson discloses this 
feature. A|>plicant$ respectfully disagree. 

Nicholson is apparently limited to, at roost, a surveiUancc system which allows 
for the recording of video wi* tesct annotations, where the text annotations do not 
necessarily include timing information. See, e.g., page 2, lines 1-3 C'This invention 
annotates the video with details of the strate^c event, eg player ID, staff ID, doUar value 
<jf transaction, nature of transaction, table location, etc"). Further, Nicholson discloses 
that video segments may be cataloged or indexed within a dalabase by speci^ng 
parametets of the strategic event which is distinct ftom the tesxt annotations themselves. 
For example, Nicholson states: 

the casino may wish to review video segments with strategic event text 
annptation relating to spccij5c strategic events. The specific strategic 
events could be the start of gaming activity of all players who started 
gaming activity on any table in pit 9 between the hours of Sam and 1 lam 
during September 1999. By entering these parameters, the casino is able 
to rapidly and accurately retrieve the video segments and stcategio event 
text annotations. 
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Page 4, a"""^ paragraph. 

Note that as understood within video recording technology, "indexing" is the 
ability to place electronic tags on a tape, making it easier to find the beginning of taped 
segments. Accordingly, Nicholson teaches a system utilizing vj.deo recorders that 
automatically ''indexes the segment of video according to the strategic event," such as 
when "a player commences gaming at a gaming table.'' See page 3, 4'^' paragraph, and 
page 4, 3"* paragraph. This is done "[r]cgard]ess of the reconJing technology used." 
Page 4, 1^^ paragraph. 

Tlierefore, Nicholson fails to disclose the feature of -"associating the captured 
image of interest with the detected event bookmark and with infgmatton 
corresponding to a time at which the image is catJtured in rc1atiot> to the evest, 
enabling the captured image to be ordered in a t ime sequence with a plurality of other 
images captured bv other image cantiure de v ices, the plurality of other images 
associated with the detected event bookmark, " as recited in claim 19. (Emphasis 
added). At most, Nicholson discloses recording information and tagging the 
information for later identification but fails to teach or suggest ordering a captured 
image in a time sequence with other captured images sharing a satne bookmark^ where 
the images are obtained from different image capture devices. 

Moreover, in the example above firom Nicholson, the time of the day is 
referenced and not the "time ... in relation to the event." For at least these reasons, 
Nicholson, therefore, fails to teach or suggest "associating the captured image of 
interest with the detected event bookmark and with information corresponding to a 
time at which the image is captured in relation to the everit , enabling the captured 
image to be ordered in a time sequence with a plurality of other images captured by 
other image capture devices." 

Thus, Nicholson is legally inadequate to remedy the deficiencies of the 
Nakamura reference with respect to at least this claim feature. Further, Steinberg also 
fails to disclose the aforementioned claimed feature and is therefore, legally 
inadequate to cure the deficiencies of Nakamura with respect to the claimed feature of 
"associatitig the captured image of interest with the detected event bookmark and with 
information corresponding to a time at which the image is captured in relation to the 
event, enabling the captured image to be ordered in a time sequence with a plurality of 
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other itnages captured by otber image capture devices, the plurality of other images 
associated wnit)i the detected event bookmark," as recited m claim 19. 

Therefore, a prima facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by 
Nokamura in view of Steinberg in further view of Nicholson has not been made. Thus, 
claim 19 is not obvious under proposed combination of Nokamura in view of 
Steinberg in further view of Nicholson, and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

e. Claims 20. 22, and 44 

Because independent claim 19 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
dependent claims 20> 22, and 44 (which depend from independent claim 19) arc 
allowable as a matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 20, 22, 
and 44 contain all the steps and features of independent claim 19. Additionally and 
notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of claims 20, 22, and 44, these 
claims recite further features and/or combinations of features (as is apparent by 
examination of the claims themselves) that are patcntably distinct from the cited art of 
record. Accordingly, the rejections to these claims should be withdrawn. 

€ Claim 23 

As provided in independent claim 23, Applicants claim: 

A computer readable medium having a program for associating 
an event bookmark with a captured image, the program comprising 
logic configured to perform' the steps of: 

receiving an evernt bookmark; 

receiving a captured image of interest from an image capture 

• device; 

associating the captured image of interest wih the received 
event bookmark and with information corresponding to a time at 
which the image is captured in relation to the event, enabling the 
captured image to be ordered in a time sequence with a plurality of 
other images captured by other itnage capture devices^ the plurality 
of other bnages assodaied with the received event bookmark; and 

storing the captured image of interest and the associated event 
bookmark in a memory. 

(Emphasis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 23 is allowable for at 
least the reason that Nakamvra in view of Steinberg in further view of Nicholson does 
not teach or suggest at least the step of "associating the captured image of interest with 
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the received event bookmark and with information corresponding to a time at which 
the image is captured in relation to the event, enabling the captured image to be 
ordered m a time sequence with a plurality of other images captured by other image 
capture devices, the plurality of other images associated with the received event 
bookm^k," as recited and. emphasized above in claim 23. 

As previously mentioned, the Office Action acknowledges that Nakamura "does 
not disclose the camera . . . associating the captured image with information 
corresponding to a time at which the image is captured, such that the captured image 
may be ordered in a time sequence with a.plurality of other images captured by other 
image capture devices.'* Office Action, page 3. Accordingly, the Office Action alleges 
that Nicholson discloses this feature. Applicants respectflilly disagree. 

For at least the previously described reasons with regard to claims 12 and 19, 
Nicholson is legally inadequate to remedy the deficiencies of the Nakamura reference 
with respect to at least this claim feature. Further, Steinberg also fails to disclose the 
aforementioned claimed feature and is therefore, legally inadequate to cure the 
deficiencies of Nakamura with respect to the claimed feature of "associating the 
captured image of interest with the recei ved event bookmark and with information 
corresponding to a time at which the image is captured in relation to the event, 
enabling the captured image to be ordered in a time sequence with a plurality of other 
images captured by otibier image capture devices, Ihc plurality of other images 
associated with the received event bookmark," as recited in claim 23. 

Therefore, a prima fiacie case establishing an obviousness rejection by 
Nakamura in. view of Steinberg in fhrfher view of Nicholson has not been made. Thus, 
claim 23 is not obvious under proposed combination of Nakamura in view of 
Steinberg in further view of Nicholson^ and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

g' Claims 24 

Because independent claim 23 is allowable ovor the cited art of record, 
dependent claim 24 (which depends jBt>m independent claim 23) is allowable as a 
matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 24 contains all the steps 
and features of indepaident claim 23. Additionally and notwithstanding tixe foregoing 
reasons for allowability of claim 24, this claim recites fUrthcr features and/or 
combinations of features (as is apparent by examination of the claim itself) that are 
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patentably distinct from the cited art of record. Accordingly, the rejection to this claitn 
should be withdrawn. 

h. Claim 46 

As provided in independent claim 46, Applicants claitn: 

A system which receives event bookmarks comprising: 

an image capture device that captiires at least one image of an 

event; 

a transceiver residing in Qxe image capture device and 
configured to receive an event bookmark broadcasted by an. event 
bookmark broadcaster, the event bookmark comprising meta^data 
relating to at least one predefined occurrence in the event; and 

a processing device configured to associate the received event 
bookmark with the captured image, enabling the captured image to be 
grouped with at least one other image captured at the event by at 
least one other image capture device, the grouping based upon the 
pred^ned occurrence in the event which is identifiable by the meta- 
data. 

(Emphasis added). 

Applicants respectfiilly submit that independent claim 46 is allowable for at 
least the reason that Nalcamura in view of Steinberg in further view of Nicholson does 
not teach or suggest at least an "event bookmark comprising meta-data relating to at 
least one predefined occurrence in the event" or "enabhng the captured image to be 
grouped with at least one other image captured at the event by at least one other image 
capture device, the grouping based upon the predefined occurrence in the event which 
is identifiable by the meta-data," as recited and emphasized above in claim 46. 

The Office Action alleges that Nakamura discloses one of the claimed features 
*l)ecause the lion is a user predefined occuixence in the event siiice the user designates 
the lion for image capture" and references Pig. 6A. Office Action, page 7. Applicants 
respectfully disagree and assert that Nakamura fails to teach or suggest at least the 
feature of an '*cvent bookmark comprising meta-data relating to at least one predefined 
occurrence in the event." 

In particular. Applicants submit that a contemporaneous framing of a subject of 
a picture within a viewfinder of a camera is not a predefined occurrence. Further, in 
Nakamura^ each picture taken at one scene is to contain the same data relating to the 
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photo subject S<^ecol.7,lmes24-29. Tlaercfore, N«/ca;72Mrfl fails to teach or ot^ 

of the features of claim 46 . 

Additionally, Steinberg and Nichohon also fail to disclose the aforementioned 
claimed feature and arc therefore, legally in^equate to cure the deficiencies of 
Nakamura witli respect to at least the claimed feature of an "event bookmark 
comprising meta-data relating to at least one predefined occurrence in the event/* as 
recited in claim 46. Further, the cited art fails to teach or suggest "enablins the 
captured image to be grouped with at least one other image captured at the event by at 
least one other image capture device, the grouping based upoxi. the predefined 
occurrence in the event which is identifiable by the meta-data," as recited in claim 46. 

Therefore, a prima facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by 
Nakamura in view of Steinberg in ftuther view of Nicholson has not been made. Thus, 
claim 46 is not obvious under proposed combination of Nakaffiura in vj.ew of 
Steinberg in further view of Nicholson, and the rejection should be withdrawn. 



i. Claims 47-49 

Because independent claim 46 js allowable over the cited art of record, 
dependent claims 47-49 (which depend from independent claim 46) are allowable as a 
matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 47-494 contain all the 
elements and features of independent claim 46. Additionally and notwithstanding the 
foregoing reasons for allowability of claims 47-49, these claims recite fiJrther features 
and/or combinations of features (as is apparent by examination of the claims 
themselves) that are patentably distinct from the cited art of record. Accordingly, the 
rejections to these claims should be withdrawn. 

3. Response to Rdection of Claims 15. 21 . 41-43, and 45 Under 35 U.S.C. §103 

In the Office Action, claims 15, 21, 41-43, and 45 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Nakamura in view of Steinberg, 
and further in view of Nicholson, and further in view of Honda (D.S. Patent No. 
5,296,884). It is well-established at law that, for a proper rejection of a claim under 35 
U.S,C. §103 as being obvious based upon a combination of references, the cited 
combination of references must disclose, teach, or suggest, eitlier implicitly or expMcitly, 
all elemcnts/features/steps of the claim at issue. See, e,g.. In Re Dow Chemical, 5 
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U.S.P.Q.2d 1529, 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1988), and /« re Keller, 208 U.S.P.Q.2d 871, 881 
(C.C.P.A. 1981). 

Dependent claims 15, 21, 41-43. and 45 (which depend from respective 
independent claims 12 and, 19) are allowable as a nuatter of law for it least the reason 
that the dependent claims contain all the features of their respective independent 
claims, which are allowable over the cited art of record, as previously stated. 
Additionally, these claims recite further features and/or combinations of features (as is 
apparent by examination of the claims themselves) that are patentably distinct from 

the cited art of record , 

For example, claim 15 inchides the feature of a "clock residing in the image 
capture device, the clock configured to generate a time stamp," However* the cited art 
fails to teach or suggest this claimed feature. To illustrate, Honda discloses a "daXa 
dctemiination circuit 12a [which] is composed of microprocessors and is driven by 
clock pulse CK4 from data processing clock generation circuit 19d." Honda further 
discloses "receiving time data obtained from a cesixun or rubidium-vapor atomic 
clock** that docs not reside on an image capture device, although this time data is not 
used to generate a time stamp. Col. 5, lines 6-23. As such, Honda fails to teach or 
suggest at least the claimed limitation of a "clock residing in the image capture device, 
the clock configured to generate a time stamp," 

Further, Nakamura, Steinberg and Nicholson also fail to disclose the 
aforementioned claimed feature," as recited in claim 15. Therefore, a prima facie case 
establishing an obviousness rejection by Nakamura in view of Steinberg in further 
view of Nicholson in further view of Honda has not been made. Tbm, claim 15 is not 
obvious under proposed combination of Nakamura in view of Steinberg in further view 
of Nicholson in further view of Honda, and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

For similar reasons, the rejections of claims 21, 41-43, and 45 should also be 
withdrawn. 

4. Response to Rejection of Claim 17 Under 3 5 U>S,C, S103 

In the Office Action, claim 17 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Nakamura in view of Steinbergs and further in view 
of Nicholson, and further in view of Mauro (U.S. Patent No. 5,634,144). It is well- 
established at law that, for a proper rejection of a claim imdcr 35 U.S.C. §103 as being 

-19. 

PAGE 23/27 ' RCVD AT 9/20/2005 2:29:12 PM [Eastern Daylight rim^^ 



09/20/20B5 14:30 7709510933 THOMAS, KAYDEN PAGE 

Serial No.: 10/001,585 
ArtUttit: 2615 

obvious based upon a combination of references, the cited combination of references 
must disclose, teach, or suggest, either implicitly or explicitly, all 
elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. See^ e.g.. In Re Dow Chemical 5 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1529, 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1988), and In re Keller, 208 US.P.Q.2d 871. 881 
(C.C.P.A- 1981). 

Claim 17 (which depend from respective independent claim 12) is allowable 
as a matter of law for at least the reason that claim 17 contains all the features of 
independent claim 12, which is allowable over the cited art of record, as previously 
stated. Additionally, claim 17 recites further features and/or combinations of features 
(as is apparent by examination of the claims themselves) that are patentably distinct 
from the cited art of record. Therefore, the rejection of claim 17 should be withdrawn.. 



5. Response to Rejection of Cledms 50-53 Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

In the Office Action, claims 50-53 statid rqected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Nakamura in view of Nicholson^ It is well- 
established at law that, for a proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S,C. §103 as being 
obvious based upon a combination of references, the cited combination of references 
must disclose, teach, or suggest, cither implicitly or explicitly, all 
elemcnts/features/steps of the claim at issue. See, e,g.y In Re Dow Chemical, 5 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1529, 1531 (Fed Cir. 1988), and/n re Kilter, 208 U.S.P.Q.2d 871. 881 
(C.C.P.A. 1981). 

a. Claim 50 

As provided in independent claim 50, Applicants claim: 

A method for receiving event bookmarks, the method 
comprising: 

receiving an event bookmark broadcasted from an event 
bookmark broadcaster, the event bookmark comprising meta-data; 

capturing an image of interest with an image capture device; 

and 

associating the captured image of interest with the detected 
event bookmark, enabling the captured image to be grouped with at 
least one other image captured at the event by at least one other 
image capture device, the grouping based upon at least one 
predefined occurrence in the event which is identifiable by the meta- 
datoi 
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(Emphasis added). 

Applicants respectfully submit that independent claim 50 is allowable for at 
least the reason that Nakamura in view of Nicholson does not teach or suggest at least 
the feature of "associating the captured image of interest with the detected event 
bookmark, enabling the captured image to be gtxjuped with at least one other image 
captured at the event by at least one other image capture device, the grouping based 
upon at least one predefined occurrence m the event which is identifiable by the meta- 
data," as recited and emphasized above in claim 50. 

Nicholson is apparently limited to, at most, a surveillance system which allows 
for the recording of video with text annotations, where the text annotations do not 
necessarily include timing information. See, page 2, lines 1-3 fThis invention 
annotates the video wi th details of the strategic event, eg player ID, staflFTD, doUar value 
of transaction, nature of transaction, table location, etc*'). Further, Nicholson discloses 
tlaat video segments may be cataloged or indexed within a database by speciftdng 
parameters of the strategic event which is distinct Scorn the text annotations themselves* 
See page 4, 2^^ paragraph. 

Note, 35 understood witlitn video recording technology, "indexing" is the ability 
to place electronic tags on a tape, making it easier to .find the beginning of taped 
segments. Accordingly, Nicholson teaches a system utilizing video recorders that 
automatically "indexes the segment of video according to the strategic event," such as 
when "a player commences gaming at a gaming table." See page 3, 4*^ paragraph, and 
page 4, 3"^ paragraph. This is done "[rjegardless of the recording technology used." 
Page 4, 1** paragraph. 

Therejfore, Nicholson fails to disclose the feature of "enabling the captured 
image to be grouped with at least one other image captured at the event by at least one 
other image capture device, the grouping based upon at least one predefined 
occurrence in the event which i$ identifiable by the meta-data," as recited in claim 50. 
At most, Nicholson discloses recording infomiation and tagging the information for 
later identiiS cation but fails to teach or suggest ordering or grouping a captured image 
with other captured images sharing a same bookmark, where the images arc obtained 
fix>m different image capture devices. Thus, Nicholson is legally inadequate to 
remedy the deficiencies of the Nakamura reference with respect to at least this claim 
feature, since Nakamura fails to also disclose the claimed feature. 
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Therefore, a prima facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by 
Nakamura in view of Nicholson has not been made. Thus. claiBCi 50 is not obvious 
under proposed combination of Nakamura in view of Nichobon, and the regection 
should be withdrawn. 

b. Claims 51-53 

Because independent claim 50 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
dependent claims 51-53 (which depend from independent claim 50) ate allowable as a 
matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 51-53 contaiw aU the 
steps and features of independent claim 50. Additionally and notwithstanding the 
foregoing reasons for allowability of claims 51-53. these claims recite fhtthor features 
and/or combinations of features (as is apparent by examination of the claims 
themselves) that arc patentably distjjict from the cited art of record. Accordingly, the 
rgections to these claims should be withdrawn, 

6. T^esnonse to Retection of Cla < tn>» 1 7. and 38-^9 T Tnder 35 U.SrC- §103 

. In the Office Action, claims 12 and 38-39 stand rejected under 35 US.C. 
§103(a) as allegedly being unpatentable over Honda in view of Steinberg in fiarther view 
of Nicholson. It is well^tabUshed at law that, for a proper rejection of a claim under 35 
U.S.C. §103 as being obvious based upon a combination of nefereoces, the cited 
combination of references must disclose, teach, or suggest, either implicitly or explicitly, 
all elcments/featutes/steps of the chiim at issue. See, e.g.. In Re Dow Chemicah 5 
U.S.P.Q.2d 1529, 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1988), and In re Keller, 20S U.SJ».Q.2d 871, 881 
(C.C.P.A. 1981). 

Claim 12 is distinguished over the cited art for at least the reason that Honda 
in view of Steinberg in fiirther view of Nicholson fails to teach or suggest the claimed 
feature of "associat[ing] the received bookmark with the captured image and with 
infonnation corresponding to a time at wbicsh the image is captured in relation to the 
evettt." To illustrate. Honda discloses a "data determination circuit 12a [which] is 
composed of microprocessors and i^ driven by clock pulse CK4 from data processing 
clock generation circuit 19d." Honda further discloses "receiving time data obtained 
ftom a cesium or rubidium-vapor atomic clock" that does not reside on an image 
capture device, although this time data is not used to generate a time stamp. Col. 5. 
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lines 6-23. As s^xch, Honda fails to teach or suggest at least the claimed limitation of 
"associat[ing] the received bookmark with the captured image and with information 
corresponding to a time at which the image is captured in relation to the event," as 
recited in claim 12. 

Since Steinberg and Nicholson are legally inadequate to remedy the 
deficiencies of the Honda reference with respect to at least this claim fcatvire, a prima 
facie case establishing an obvioxisness rejection by ffonda in view of Steinberg m 
further view of Nicholson has not been made. Thus, claim 12 i3 not obvious under 
proposed combination of Honda in view of Steinberg in further view of Nicholson, and 
the rejection shouW be withdrawn. Accordingly, claims 38-39 (which depend from 
independent claim 12) are allowable over the cited art of record as a matter of a law 
for at least the reason that dependent claims 38-39 contain alJ the feaUxres of claim 12. 

Hence, the rejections should be withdrawn. 

CONCLUSION 

In light of the ftjregoing amendments and for at least the reasons set forth 
above. Applicants respectfully submit that all objections and/or rejections have been 
traversed, rendered moot, and/or accommodated, and that the pending claims are in 
condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of 1b.e present 
application and all pending claims are hereby courteously requested. It in the opinion 
of the Examiner, a telephonic conference would expedite flic examination of this matter, 
the Examiner is mvited to call the undersigned agent at (770) 933-9500* 

Respectfully submitted. 



Charles W. Griggers ^ 
Reg. No. 47»283 
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